THL'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT__ WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered
today (1) was not witten for publication in a | aw
journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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! Application for patent filed April 28, 1995, entitled
"Automatic Invocation O Qbject During Data Entry In A Data
Processing System User Interface,” which is a continuation of
Application 08/058, 344, filed May 6, 1993.
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DECI SI ON  ON REQUEST FOR REHEARI NG

Appel I ants request rehearing of our decision entered
Sept enber 3, 1999.

We have reconsi dered our decision in |ight of Appellants’
argunments, but are not persuaded of any errors therein.
Therefore, we decline to make any changes in our prior
deci si on.

OPI NI ON

Appel I ants argue that we overl ooked or m sapprehended
l[imtation d) of clainms 1 and 11 in sustaining the
anticipation rejection of clains 1 and 11 over Davis. In
particul ar, Appellants argue that Davis does not teach
"determining if said second object is present on said user
interface . . .," as provided by limtation d). W stand by
our deci sion.

We interpreted the ternms "object” and "l ocation," as
applied to claim1, as follows (Decision, page 4):

In terns of claim1, a particular field (e.g., "alpha 1,"

"beta 1," etc.) in a category (e.g., category

"Qutline/first”) is an "object" and the category itself

(e.g., category "Qutline/first” or "Qutline/second") is

al so an "object."” Thus, going fromfield "alpha 1" to

"beta 1" in category "Qutline/first” is a nove froma

first object to a second object. Also, going fromfield

"al pha 1" in category "Qutline/first," shown in figure
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5h, to field "alpha 2" in category "Qutline/second” in
figure 51 is a nove froma first object (either field

"al pha 1" or category "Qutline/first") to a second object
(either field "al pha 2" or category "Qutline/second").
The "l ocation” in the "object” is the position of the
cursor in the Edit window, e.g., the cursor (unnunbered)
in Edit Wndow 264 in figure 5i can be considered a
"second location"” in a "second object.”™ The Edit W ndow
is associated with the particular field (i.e., object) in
a particular category (also an object).

We addressed limtation d) as follows (Decision,
pages 9-10):

Nevert hel ess, we find that Davis discloses
l[imtations d) and e) for the reasons discussed with
respect to limtation c). FEirst, hitting the TAB key to
nove fromone field to another is "receiving an input
fromsaid user to nove said cursor to a next |ocation" as
recited inlimtation c) and the system brings the next
field (the second object) to the user interface and
provi des the cursor at the second |ocation in the Edit
Wndow. This is basically the sane as the admtted prior
art except that only one field appears on the screen in
Davis at a time. The user nmay enter data as recited in
limtation e). Second, selecting the "next category"
fromthe nmenu in figure 5h is "receiving an input from
said user to nove said cursor to a next |ocation" as
recited inlimtation c) and the system brings the next
category (the second object) to the user interface and
provi des the cursor at the second |ocation as shown in
figure 5i. The user nmay enter data as recited in
[imtation e)."

The screens shown in figure 5 of Davis are specific
exanpl es of the "FORMS' objects in figure 3a. Each category
under "FORMS" is an object as indicated by the fact that it
has a separate block in figure 3a and each category (object)
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is separately displayed on the user interface; e.g., figure 5g
shows the object category "Qutline/first" and figure 51 shows
t he object category "Qutline/second.” Each "FORMS" category
(object) has one or nore "field" objects, e.g., Category 1 in
figure 3a has "!field 1" and "field 2," where the data field
is indicated by rectangles next to the field nanes. |In Davis,
a category has all its fields displayed on the user interface,
e.g., "Qutline/first" in figure 59 has fields "alpha 1,"
"beta 1," "gamma 1," and "!onega" all on the user interface.
Al t hough we believe that one of ordinary skill in the art
woul d have recogni zed that if the list of fields (objects) was
| onger, the systemcould scroll the field pointer 266 down the
list to fields (objects) which are not currently shown on the
interface and, thus, bring such fields (objects) to the user
interface, just as a user scrolls through a docunent in a word
processing program such a finding is not part of the
rejection. Wien a FORMis filled out with specific
information it becones one of the RECORDS in figure 3a.

When the TAB key is pressed to go to froma first field
(object) to a second field (object) within a category

(object), e.g., fromfield (object) "alpha 1" to field
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(object) "beta 1," the systemdeterm nes that the second field
(object) is present on the user interface and data may be
entered within the edit wi ndow at a second |ocation for the
second field (object). The system"determnes if said second
object is present on said user interface" because it
interprets the TAB key as a command to go to the next field
(second object) on the user interface in the same way as
admtted prior art systens (specification, page 1) interpret
the TAB key as a determination that the next field is on the
user interface. Caim1l does not define how the system
determnes if the object is present on the user interface, so
recognition of the TAB key is one nethod of determ ning.
Claim 1 says not hing about skipping fields (objects) or
changi ng the order of appearance of fields (objects).

When the "next category” is selected fromthe nenu, the
system determ nes that the second category (object) is not
present on the user interface and brings the second category
(object) to the user interface, e.g., bringing up the user
interface for the next category shown in figure 5i.

Appel l ants argue that hitting the TAB key or sel ecting

the "next category” fromthe nmenu is not the sane as
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"determining if said second object is present on said user
interface . . ." because (Req. for Reh'g, page 2):

Davis has no need to determne if the second object
is present on the user interface. This is because the
data is always entered into the sane wi ndow 264. A field
poi nter 266 determ nes which field is enabled for data
entry (colum 12, lines 20-34) in the window 264. There
is no need for Davis to determne if the second object
(for exanple, a second field) is present on the user
i nterface because the window is al ready displ ayed.

We disagree with these argunents. Davis determ nes that
the next field (object) is present on the user interface in
response to pressing a TAB key in the sane way as the admtted
prior art (specification, page 1) and determ nes that the next
category (object) is not present on the user interface in
response to a selection of the "next category” itemfromthe
menu. Appel |l ants have not expl ained, for exanple, why, when
there are nultiple fields displayed on the user interface as
in Appellants' figure 2, pressing a TAB key in the admtted
prior art (specification, page 1) does not involve a
determ nation by the systemthat the next field is on the user
interface and why Davis does not involve this sane
determ nation

The argunent that Davis has no need to determine if the

second object is present on the user interface because the
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wi ndow i s al ready displayed is unpersuasive. The Edit W ndow
264 is just a wordprocessing wi ndow for entering data into the
object; it is not the object itself. Instead of a separate
line for each field (object) as for fields 0, 1, and 7 in
Appel lants' figure 2, Davis uses a pointer 266 to indicate the
field and a single edit w ndow because the data | ength may be
extensive. Claim1l does not specify how the objects or

| ocati ons appear on the user interface and does not define
over Davis. The edit wi ndow s presence in Davis does not
elimnate the need to determne if the second object is
present on the user interface. The systemin Davis determ nes
that the next object is on the user interface if the TAB key
is pressed (i.e., that it is one of the fields for a
particul ar category) and determ nes that the next object is
not on the interface if the "next category" is selected from
the nenu. The location of the cursor in the edit window for a
first object (say "alpha 1") is a first |ocation and the

| ocation of the cursor in the edit window for the second
object (say "beta 1") is a second |ocation although the cursor

may have the same physical |ocation on the screen.
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For the reasons stated above, Appellants have not
persuaded us that we erred in our finding of anticipation.

CONCLUSI ON

We have consi dered Appellants' request to the extent that
we have reconsi dered our decision of Septenmber 3, 1999, but we
decline to make any changes therein.

No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal nmay be extended under 37 CFR

§ 1.136(a).
DENI ED
KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Pat ent Judge )
BOARD OF PATENT

LEE E. BARRETT APPEALS

Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND

| NTERFERENCES

ERI C FRAHM
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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